Introduction
There is no longer any ambition from the lawmaker to present law in a way accessible to the ordinary citizen. The target for lawmakers and the intended user of law is the professional lawyer (judges and legal counsellors). However, not only the ordinary citizen, but also the modern practicing lawyer faces problems in accessing the content of law. In this presentation, I will use CISG as an illustration of problems consisting of information overload, blind spots and misleading structures. I claim that the law needs to be presented in a new way in order to facilitate practitioners' understanding of the law.
Information Overload
Legal practitioners are faced with a problem of information over load. There are too many norms (national legislation, national case law, international "autonomous" conventions, numerous international soft law instruments, foreign case law (CLOUT), abundant national and international legal literature etc.
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The situation is particularly problematic when the legislation is of international origin.
3 CISG is an international convention and the objective is to solve many (maybe all?) disputes between international parties to a sales transaction. What to do with matters not expressly settled in CISG? Art. 7.2 states that matters governed by CISG but not expressly settled by CISG shall be settled in conformity with the general principles upon which CISG is based. If the national general contract law is not to be applied, what applies instead? If the rules on CISG sales law is intended to constitute an autonomous contract law regime, then how to establish the content of this contract law? Everyone who is theoretically confronted with an autonomous legal regime not based in national law, necessarily gets confused. 4 The problematic relationship between sales law and general contract law is clearly demonstrated by a rather recent case from the Belgian Supreme Court. The parties concluded contracts for the sale of steel tubes. After the conclusion of the contract, the price of steel increased by 70 %. The seller requested an adjustment of the contract price but the buyer refused to modify the price. The price increase did not constitute force majeure according to CISG Art. 79, since the seller was able to deliver the steel tubes although it had become exorbitantly expensive to do so. There was no "hindrance" to deliver, which is a requirement in CISG Art. 79. Hardship or the effects of changed circumstances is not expressly regulated by CISG. The Belgian Supreme Court applied the rules on hardship in UNIDROIT Principles of International Commercial Contracts since these rules restates general principles of the law of international trade. The Belgian Supreme Court decided that the contract should be adjusted to the seller's favour. Now, three main questions arise: First, is hardship a matter governed by CISG at all?
6 Second, if so, does UNIDROIT Principles restate the general principles upon which CISG is based? Thirdly, if so, does the Unidroit Principles provision on hardship allow adjustment in the specific case? I will not go into depths analysing this particular case. I simply refer to it as an example of the difficult situation for the legal counsellor trying to grasp the content of law.
Some 15 years after CISG was introduced, a number of soft law instruments were introduced which more or less purported to have captured the lex mercatoria or the general principles of contract law, inter alia the Unidroit Principles of International Commercial Contracts, the Principles of European Contract Law, the Draft Common Frame of Reference and the EU Sales Law proposal. There are many more such soft law instruments floating around. The CISG Advisory Council produces Opinions trying to gap fill CISG. There is abundant literature on how to handle CISG gaps; many big coherent commentaries, monographs, law journal articles. Furthermore, Uncitral collects all national case law on CISG in CLOUT.
What should the counsellors representing the parties do? Read all these things? Clients are generally not prepared and willing to pay for such reading. Can the parties demand of a diligent (and perhaps expensive) counsellor that she already is familiar with all these sources of information? Is it fair to require of legal counsels to be superhuman and to master all this information?
I am not familiar with the details of how the counsellors argued in the Belgian case. I will anyhow use it as an example of how an unfortunate strategy from the buyer's legal counsel may lead to a detrimental outcome for the client. The legal counsel probably chose to argue that the gap in CISG with respect to hardship should be filled with national law (Belgian law) and demonstrated to the court that Belgian case law is very restrictive in allowing departure from the principle of pacta sunt servanda due to hardship. I suppose -but I do not know for sure -that the buyer's legal counsel decided to argue solely on the basis of national Belgian law. Maybe the outcome would have been different if she had argued on the basis of Unidroit Principles and explained that the Unidroit Principles article on hardship provides very limited scope for adjustment. Had she better explained for the court how to apply the Unidroit Principles' rule on hardship, her client would probably have won the case. I am rather confident that the outcome came as a total surprise to the buyer's legal counsel. It was quite unpredictable that the court would gap fill CISG with Unidroit Principles and it was certainly unpredictable that the Belgian Supreme Court would misunderstand how to apply the Unidroit provision on hardship.
Can we blame the buyer's legal counsel? She was most likely not aware of all the potential sources of law that the court could decide to be inspired by and apply. She probably did not see the development lurking in Belgian law, ready to be crystallized in the present case. Again, can we blame her? I claim we cannot. We cannot require of a legal counsel to find her way in the jungle of information overload. It is theoretically possible for a very niched expert to find her way. However, it is not reasonable to have expectations of normal practitioners to master all the sources of law relating to CISG and to make a successful strategic argumentation after having analysed all the sources.
The information over load is a threat to foreseeability in law. The information over load makes the strategic planning of argumentation extremely difficult.
Blind Spots
A problem of a different nature than information over load is when the easily accessible law does not address a particular question. Instead of not finding his way in a jungle of too many sources of information, the practitioner is unable to identify the content of law, due to a blind spot. Let me give an example. CISG Art. 35 provides that the goods shall be in conformity with the quantity, quality and description required by the contract. The article continues by clarifying what quality the goods should have unless the parties have agreed otherwise. In order to apply this article, the content of the parties' agreement must be established and CISG does not provide any guidance with respect to the interpretation of contracts. The legal counsel sometimes does not identify that rules on interpretation of contracts may be relevant since the reference to such rules is not very clear from CISG. The issue of interpretation is a blind spot to him. At least from my Swedish experience, the practitioners often do not "discover" the issue of interpretation of the contract and it does not strike them as natural to apply general contractual rules on interpretation when faced with a case on defect goods. 8 The explanation is probably the impression of CISG (and many national Sales Acts) being self-contained. It does not come naturally to a practicing lawyer to look outside CISG to find the general contract law rules on interpretation. This is particularly so in states law where there is no legislation on the interpretation of contracts (for instance in Sweden).
Can we blame a practitioner for not seeing that a problem is solved outside CISG? Can we require of him to understand that he should apply general principles and not dissect the answer from a seemingly autonomous legal regime? Compared to the problem of information over load, we are probably more inclined to be reproachful against the blind-spotted lawyer. Still, I have a lot of sympathy for a practitioner being blinded by the non-user-friendly interface of CISG in this particular respect.
The blind spots -i.e. the lack of guidance in existing legislation to other "places" where a problem may be solved -is problematic for the practicing lawyer.
Misleading Outdated Structures
A never-ending problem with law is the constant change. Some rules are laid down in old concepts, structures or legislation. It is difficult for the practicing lawyer to understand that the law and the argumentation may have changed even though the legislation remains unaltered. This can be illustrated by an example from CISG. CISG Art. 19 concerns the formation of contracts when the acceptance differs from the offer and states that sometimes the parties may be bound by contract even though the offer and acceptance do not coincide. It is often said that this provision applies to a situation where one party refers to standard terms. CISG Art . 19 states that "the terms of the contract are the terms of the offer with the modifications contained in the acceptance". The strange thing is that this provision on content of the contract is placed in a chapter headed "Formation of the contract". Normally, a dispute concerning standard terms arises after the parties have performed their obligations. They agree that they have a contract, but they disagree about the terms (i.e. the content). Consequently, the issue in dispute is not whether a contract is formed. The old contract law was based on the theory that the content of a contract is established at the exact moment of formation. If it was established at what point in time the offer and acceptance met, the content automatically consisted of the coinciding content in the offer and acceptance. The traditional view was that the contract's content was constituted at the same time and by the same means as formation. The traditional theory did not distinguish between the question of whether the parties are bound to perform at all and the question of what they are bound to perform. According to the traditional theory, it was therefore natural to solve problems of interpretation of contracts by resorting to rules on formation.
As time went by, it became clear that the traditional method was not flexible enough. It does not provide a good tool of establishing the common intention of the parties and is not in harmony with how businessmen perceive their relationship. This insight has developed rapidly during the 30-year period after CISG was introduced.
Modern theory makes a distinction between formation and interpretation. Many supreme courts throughout the world have developed sophisticated methods for establishing the content of a contract, taking into account the wording, the nature and purpose of the contract, the preliminary negotiations, conduct subsequent to the conclusion of the contract, usages, usages between the parties, fairness and other factors.
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CISG Art. 19 is not well suited to solve the problem of incorporation of standard terms.
11 CISG misleads the practitioner by having fragmentary and partial rules on interpretation in a chapter on formation.
12 This structure leads practicing lawyers to apply the old formalistic method of basing the content of the contract on the moment of formation. The lawyer would many times be better off if she applied the modern dynamic methods for establishing the content of the contract. Instead of being inspired to apply modern methods for interpretation by taking into account many factors (including the parties conduct subsequent to the conclusion of the contract), the practicing lawyer is misled to establish the content by using the out dated and limiting offer-andacceptance-model. There are numerous cases concerning incorporation of standard terms illustrating that the practitioner is misled to apply concepts relating to formation of contracts, when she would be better off applying general rules on interpretation of contracts.
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An example: A German case from Oberlandesgericht Köln concerned battle of forms.
14 The court seems only to have taken into account to what extent the acceptance corresponded to the offer (i.e. the rule in CISG Art. 19) and applied the "last shot-principle". Had the counsellor instead argued by referring to general rules on interpretation of contracts and considered other factors -such as usages between the parties and the conduct subsequent to the formation of the contract, including passivity -the outcome may have been different.
Can we blame a legal counsellor for using old-fashioned offer-andacceptance methods when she argues that her client's standard terms form part of the contract? Has she breach her obligations towards her client to provide advice with skill and care? Is she liable to pay damages to her client if she loses the case due to the court stating that the contract was concluded at a point in time when the standard terms were not referred to? Or is it acceptable that she solely argues on the basis of the explicit regulation in CISG Art. 19 on formation of contract?
Misleading old structures is a problem for practicing lawyers. It is extremely difficult for practitioners to reveal the evolution in law and to identify that the concepts they learned at university and which are unaltered in legislation, have undergone dramatic change. The evolution of law is an interesting phenomenon from an academic point of view. For the practitioner and her clients, it is only frustrating.
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The Solution
As illustrated above, it is clear that the present interface of law makes the practitioner's life difficult. The content of law is hidden in jungles of information, behind blind spots and in inadequate maps of old structures. In this short presentation, I have given some examples related to CISG. There are more examples related to CISG and many more to other private law areas. Modern business demands quicker legal advice to achieve faster decisionmaking. The more complex the law grows, the less can it encompass the need for fast decision making in business.
The practitioners (judges and legal counsels) need a more user-friendly presentation of the law. I believe it is time to start developing a new interface of law.
The content of law has been differently presented throughout history. An example of change was the medieval codification of usages, presenting the judges with a new comprehensible interface. Instead of having to know and apply old casuistic case law rules, the judges could more easily find the content of law in books with abstract rules (articles). Another example is the big codification-movement on the European continent, which introduced a new more structured interface to the practicing lawyers. The former ad hoc type of rules had become too unstructured for the practitioners and needed increased accessibility. A third example of an interface change is the US Restatements of Contract law, making the law more accessible to practitioners in a time when the case law had become difficult to overview. The presentation of the law in the Restatements was a useful interface for practitioners. There are many more examples in history of radical changes in the interface of law.
It is crucial to find a new user-friendly interface of law. I am not merely suggesting a new type of restatement or a new structure of a code. 15 The new interface must be of a more revolutionary character. Additionally, the new interface must somehow be endorsed by someone (I am not sure who) in order for practitioners to rely on it.
Unfortunately, I do not have a ready answer as to how a new modern and user-friendly interface of law should be construed. I only know that the new means of communications can be applied to facilitate for practitioners to make the content of law more accessible.
During the work in the Study Group for a European Civil Code, some of my Dutch colleagues sometimes spoke about a vague vision of a modern interface of law. The vision was -if I understood it correctly -to put a fairly abstract question to a computer program, which then would display all the relevant provisions (and not the irrelevant provisions).
Example: When a question concerns the quality of the goods, the "pure" sales law rule on defective goods is displayed together with the general contract law rule on interpretation of contract.
I find this vision stimulating and interesting. It is a seed to something worth elaborating further.
I am sorry that I cannot provide any substantial and coherent description of a new legal interface. The purpose of my presentation is simply to point to the problems related to the present situation and draw attention to the need for change. The present interface of the content of law constitutes one of the main obstacles for real access to justice. It is not only a question of making life easier for practicing lawyers -it is fundamentally a question of safeguarding the trustworthiness of the legal system and, ultimately, the democratic society.
